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As part of the HUD consolidated planning process, states and entitlement communities receiving
Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) must submit tcaidMDalysis of Impediments

to Fair Housing Choice (AlFHBeginning in October 2020, this report will the first of three
components oHUD certification that the county is affirmatively furthering fair housing choice.

In carrying outhis local Analysisf Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, Pinal County utilized the
following definition of Fair Housing Choice as outlined by HUD:

1 The ability of persons at similar income levels to have available to them the same housing
choices regardless of race, colaligion, sex, national origin, familial status, or handicap.

As defined in The Fair Housing Planning Guide, the definitions of impediments to fair housing
choice include:

1 Any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of race, color, religiodisadxity,
familial status, or national origin which restrict housing choices or the availability of
housing choices

1 Any actions, omissions, or decisions which have the effect of restricting housing choices
or the availability of housing choices taken the basis of race, color, religion, sex,
disability, familial status, or national origin

Limitations of This Analysis

The following information was prepared for the purposes outlined above in accordance with HUD
requirements. Therefore, this report seeksidentify impediments and develop a proposed Fair
Housing Action Plan as proposed solutions. Many of the impediments outlined in this report will
NBIjdzANE | RRAGAZ2YIFf NB&aSFENOK FyYyR 2y32Ay3a |ylf
Development Departmnt staff. This report does not constitute a comprehensive planning guide

but simply provides analysis as to the current situation and prepares a plan of action to address
existing impediments.

Another significant limitation was the lack, incompletenessage of the data supplied via HQR
vendorsfor the Consolidated Plan, including CPD maps. The coeaty has researched and
generatedalternativedata and createc subset of CPD maps to guide our analysis and decision
making. In those instances wleethe analysis relied on older HUD data, we have begun those
LIF N INY LIK& gAOGK GKS y20FGA2Yy ah[ 59w 5! ¢! d¢

The following Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing was conducted by Pinal County, Arizona,

with the assistance of an independent cortant, Karen Dash Consulting LLC of Wilmington,
b2NIK /FNRBfAYlF OKSNBFFTFOISNI aaddzRe GSFY®DED ¢ K
preparation for the HUD Consolidated Plan submitted for the jurisdiction for the -202@

reporting period and per ta Community Development Block Grant funding received by each.



In all, the opinions o483 community members informed the Consolidated Planning Process. In
preparation of the Consolidated Plan, Pinal County consulted aviéh 60agencies througd8
extensive interviews antl5 surveys.Ninety people attended our series of public meetings, and
330 people completed a Community Survelhe jurisdiction engaged in a robust process of
including citizen participation within the Conslated Planning process. A series of seven public
meetings (and an informalBoublic meeting) were held throughout the county in January, 2019.
Community surveys in English and Spanish, and a dedicated public information web page
(http://www.pinalcountyaz.gov/Grants/Pages/CDBG.apsproviding ongoing updates of the
process.The appendix provides a complete list of agencies consulted within the development of
the Consolidated Plan and the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing

Utilizingthe Detailed Discussion of AIFH Areas, Chapter 5, within the Fair Housing Planning Guide,
the study team conducted the following methodology for this analysis.

PLEASE NOTE: Data provided by HUD for this study was outdated or missing. Where avdikase, we
included updated data y 2 4 SR [|-GREATERANAKYSEaragraphs analyzing outdated data
A0 NI 6AGK GKS y20lrGA2y &h[59w 5! ¢! df

Review of Demographic, Income, and Employment Dafthe team conducted an extensive
analysis of the Demographics, income, and employment profile of the county, including a review
of the geographic distribution of racial, ethnic, and income groups through detailed maps by
censudract and county supervis@l district.

Housing Profile The team analyzed the particular housing demographics and profile of the
region, which has grown tremendously over the last 15+ years and is influenbeghlapigration

into andout of the county each year, as measuredifgrnal Revenue Service county migration
data.

9@t fdz GA2Y 2F (GKS [/ 2dzyié8Q& [/ dzZNNBydG CI X | 2 dza )
team reviewed those complaints for which a charge or finding of discrimination has been found.
Additionally, we reiewed for any fair housing discrimination suits filagainst the county or
individuals/organizations within Pinal County.

Review of Fair Lending Datalrhe team conducted a rigorous analysis of the Home Mortgage
Disclosure Act lending data available thgbuthe Consumer Financial Protection Buredilhe
team also consulted with government, housing, and real estate offi@gisrding their opinion

of the Pinal County Market.

The study team interviewed and received data regarding local and statewideHBasging
cases/actions from thedbithwest Fair Housing Coundihe A y I €/ 2 dzy G & Jladdi 2 N}/ S @
the Ari 2y I 1 (G2 Ny S@e TheSgnSdsb recRived @l Feda@Bg Fair Housing cases
through the US Department ¢fousing and Urban Developmte



The team reviewed for any trends or patterns within the data, including the resolution of cases.

Fair Housing Informational Programs: The team researched and evaluated the Fair Housing
Informational Programs offered lifie Suthwest Fair HousinGouncil The team also surveyed
citizens regarding their awareness of Fair Housing laws and ways to seek assistance.

Review of Jurisdictional Laws and Codes: The study team conducted a rigorous review of the
Oz2dzyieqQa 1T 2yAy3 | yR regiflatiofisiriclydimg ikepth Sigchssidnd vt > | y F
key zoning, planning, code, development, finance, and housing officials. Specifically, the team
reviewed for impediments regardin

1 Zoning and Site Selection Process

1 Development Fees

1 Property Tax Policies

1 Neighborhood Revitalization, Municipal and Other Services, Employhauming

Transportation Linkage

Building Codes (Accessibility)

Sale of Subsidized Housing and Possible Replacement

1 PHA and Other Assisted/Insured Housing Provider Tenant Selection Pesddausing
Choices for Certificate and Voucher Holders

= =
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Several impdiments were identified as potential barriers to fair housing.

Impediment 1

Lending Practices

An analysis of decline rates by ethnicity/race and income shows that, for some income bands,
Hispanic/Latino, American Indian or Alaska Native, Black or Affingerican, Asian, and Native
Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander applicants were declined at disproportionately higher rates,
and that the Black/African American applicants as a whole were declined at disproportionately
higher rates.

Black/African Ameremn mortgage applicants with significantly higher incomes were declined at
higher rates than White applicants with lower incomes, including Whites in the $1:29999
income range.



It is unclear at this time whether predatory lending exists; additionallysis is required to
determine the pattern of loans being offered within various affected groups.

RECOMMENDATION

t Ayt /2dzyiesr (GKS {2dziKgSad CFANI | 2dzaAy3 [ 2dzy
consider distributing additional educationaiaterials to affected groups, in this case minority

citizens and lowncome citizens.

The county might work with its partners to provide assistance in completing mortgage
applications through free workshops or clinics.

The county might also target thogeensus Tracts in which decline rates are disproportionately
higher, as well as the affected groups withimigas Census Tracts, for assistance in homebuying
and applying for mortgages.

Impediment 2

Homebuyer/Renter Knowledge

Housing Consumers need addital education and information regarding their rights under the
Fair Hbusing Act and what resources are available to theDepending on the particular
dimension of potential discrimination, up to 40% of the members of a particular racial or ethnic
group S& LR Yy RAY A { FairiHESIng @ gy hieliewed or were unsure if they had
experienced discrimination.

Under 50% of all Hispanic/Latino respondents were unaware of Fair Housing Laws. Additionally,
under 40% of all respondents knew how to reploousing discrimination within the county.

Further, 25% of agencies serving fcand moderateincome people who completed surveys
showed a lack of knowledge about how to refer clients for Fair Housing discrimination reporting.

RECOMMENDATION

Inpartnershid gAGK (GKS {2dziKgSad CFANI I 2dzaAy3 [/ 2dzy OA
the county may promote additional Fair Housing Workshops and other education and
information regarding the renting and purchase of homes. Providing these workshops and
materials in English and Spanish would support the Hispanic/Latino community in understanding

their Fair Housing Rights. Additionally, more information about how to file a Fair Housing
complaint would be helpful.

Similar education, or the distribution afformational brochures to agencies working with low
or moderateincome people, would assist agency professionals in connecting clients to Fair
Housing support.



Impediment 3

Lack of Affordable Housing Within a Booming Housing Market

¢ KS 02 dzy i @ Rarkethsliivén bybtie Gihgle family residence marigtich has severe

shortages of houses in lower price rangésY2y 3 (G KS O2dzyieQad | F¥F2NRI 6
third of the current LIHTC units are set to expire in 208%.several county officelnoted, it is

difficult to develop a package of incentives that would induce developers to focus on a less
lucrative housing market.

Many homes of longtime loweincome, elderly, or people with disabilities have code violations.
These populations mayot have the financial or physical ability to rehabilitate their homes so
that they may remain comfortable, safe, and independent within them.

RECOMMENDATIONS

f TKS O2dzyde Yl& O2yaAiARSNIdaadlOlAy3de (G23SGKSN
with the state, develop favorable tax situations for developers of affordable housing.

1 To retain some or all of the 549 LIHTC units expiring by 2021, the county might work with
the state to identify alternative incentives to maintain the housing as affordable.

1 To support lowincome, elderly people, and people with disabilities to remain in their
homes, the county might partner with local nonprofits or volunteer organizations to
support blight removal efforts, including dump fee vouchers or dumpster delivery to
neighborhoods.

1 Code Enforcement identified a need to fund community cleanup projects, where the
O2dzyileé O2dz R O2@SNJ NBAARSYy(iaQ RdzYLl ¥SSazx
people to fill up, or hire companies to help clean up property for-loeome,disabled, or
elderly. As one official suggested, perhaps a partnership with the Probation Department
could provide volunteer support for families taking part in the program.

Impediment 4

Linkages between EmploymerdousingTransportation

The affordabA G & 2F K2dzaAy3d Ay GKS O2dzyié Aa OKI NI O S
nearly half of all residents commute to jobs outside the county, housing is more expensive the
nearer one is to Phoenix, for example

More affordable housing, therefe, tends to be farther away from population centers and the
amenities and services they provide. For exampie,public housing complex in Stanfield not
served by public transit was so far removed from places of employment, schools, and other



amenitiesthat it had trouble attracting residents and had low occupancy rates. The county is
working with HUD to dispose of the Stanfield housing.

To meet the needs of a rapidly growing population, the county has sought to remedy its crowded

road conditions by deeloping a regional transportation plan, with the establishment of a
Regional Transportation Authority, for voter consideration. In 2016, voters approved a tax to

fund the agency, but legal challenges have prevented the plan and agency from going forward.

b2 O2dzydieé 2FFAOAFIfA (ySs 6KIFIG YAIKEG KIFLWISYy (2
GKS LINPOSaa FTNRBY aONYGOKé¢ (G2 FdzyR (NI yaLR2NILI
needed.

The issue today ofinking communities with employmentopportunities differs from the
challenge of the future, in which more workers will assume jobs within the new companies
coming to Pinal.

f 5SLISYRAY3I 2y GKS NBazfdziazy 2F GKS O02dz2NI O
tax, the county may seek additial funding for expanded transit service throughout the
county, or at least more stops within the existing higdensity bus corridors.
Municipalities may help fund additional service if their communities participate in the
service.

1 As more residents w# inside the county, public transportation ridership may increase.
Stops at major employment centers might encourage more utilization of the bus service
and make it more cosgfficient.

1 The county may consider partnering with Valley Metro, the Phoeraa dransportation
l dz0K2NARGE 2FFSNAY3I NBIA2yIE o6dzax fAIKG NI A
Express Transit service. For example, local bus or light rail service could attach to
connections on existing systems on Power Road, whidl® isiiles away from Apache
Junction, or at Gilbert/Mesa.

1 Bus service currently runs Mondayriday from 5 am until 8pm; the county may consider
expanding the service to later nights and weekends for people who work on Saturdays
and Sundays.

1 The countymight explore some options offered by Uber or Lyft to provide transit service.
These companies currently contract with governmental organizations to provide service
for medical appointments, for example. Depending on cost, such a service might be more
cost-effective than bus ridership along certain routes.



Impediment 5

Zoning & Public Policies

¢tKS O2dzyiéeQa T2yAy3d NBIdzA FGA2yad 2FFSNI I O NA S
are open to rezoning and generally decide cases of comiyuliMBYA &Y o0l &SR 2y RS @
rights.

Because Arizona counties are considered political and legal subdivisions of the state, Pinal County
is limited by what the state allowsAZ Rev Stat §-£99.10 (2014)provides for Infill Incentive
Districts in which a city or town may designate an area as distressed based on vacant or
dilapidated buildings or parcels, a loss of population, high crime levels, etc. to develop and
revitalize the area.

Asan A&k @S al yIF3SYSyid ! NBIF dzyRSNJ 6KS adl dSQa 5SLJ
developments must have an assured water source of 100 years of resources. If a subdivision is

not built for whatever reason, that water resource, according to county officiss not
transferable to another subdivision and thus acts as an inhibitor of growth.

The county is in the process of adopting the 2018 International Building Code, which includes
provisions ford ¢ & LJSully! aécessgibleesidential unity} | Yy R & ¢ @dajable résidential
units.) The county is transitioning from the 2013 version of the International Building Code.

RECOMMENDATIONS

With the potential for onethird of its subsidized affordable housing stock to expire within the
next two years, the countwill need to reach out to and partner with developers to increase the
supply of affordable housing.

1 The county might develop opportunities to facilitate cestective building of affordable
housing through the promotion of infill development.

1 Similarlythe county might develop deals that allow for increased density in exchange for
a certain percentage of affordable housing within a new development.

T 2A0K (GKS adGrdSs GKS O2dzyié YAIKIG Ay@dSadaid
supplies of subdiviens that were not built as incentives for promoting affordable housing
developments. Depending on the location and condition of those unbuilt subdivisions,
the county might partner with local developers to build affordable housing there.

Impediment 6

Fair Housing Cases & Resolution

The region appears to show some evidence of discrimination in terms of accessibility/disability
issues, as evidenced bymplaints and cases filed, as welll@sting conducted by th®outhwest

Fair Housing Councilandcase 6 NP dza K (2 GKS ! NAT 2yl 1 Gd2NySe
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1 In conjunction with the Southwest Fair Housing Council and the Arizona Attorney
DSYSNIfQa h¥FFAOS [/ AQAf wAIKGA 5AgrAairzys
training and distributing additional educational materials to affected groups.

1 Additiondly, because most of the recent cases seem to relate to issudsability and
acessibility the County may wish to strengthehe education of landlords and tenants
on housing accommodations for people with disabilities.

Impediment 7

NIMBY (Not in My Bckyad) Attitudes Affect FaiHousing Choice

While not as large an issue as in other communities, NHdBMoward multiplefamily dwellings

occurs occasionally within the county. Generally speaking, community opposition tends to
coalesce around developnt of group homes, a home for unaccompanied youth, or for sex
2TFSYRSNAEO® {SOSNIt 2FFAOAIfa aidliSR KIG GK
a protected class.

The public statements of former regional law enforcement officials agélagal immigration,

and the passage of state law SB1070, (for which 3 provisions were struck down by the U.S.
Supreme Court), may have had a chilling effect on Hispanic and Latino communities, according
to professionals in the Fair Housing community.

Some landlords of mulfamily units (eg., townhomes) would rather rent to some of the
thousands of winter visitors who come from the U.S. and Canada than to-lne@me or atrisk

families. Officials feel that, while some of these landlords may do sofquéjudice, others may

feel seasonal visitors create less waadtear on a property. A further challenge is that,

according to one official, no landlords in the city of Apache Junction will accept vouchers for Rapid
Rehousing, because of problems @ @S KI R Ay GKS LI ad gA0GK Syl
perceptions of tenants.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1 The county may wish to develop a strategy of fair housing education and outreach
throughout the county.

 In partnership with the Southwest Fair Housing Codh®ild ! NAT 2y I | G G2Ny Seé
Rights Division, the county may provide trainings and resources to all residents regarding
the benefits of affordable housing and diverse neighborhoods.

10



Founded in 1875, Pinal County has a rich history founded MmN
mining and agriculture. Pinalis located within the Phodfesa

Scottsdale Metropolitan Statistical Area, and contains parts of Pl N’ALCO UNTY
¢2K2y 2 hi 2 RtkdGila RiverintlignyCommunignd o
the San Carlos Apache Indian Reservataswell as the entirety
of the Ak-Chin Indian Community

N OPPORTUNITY

With a 2018 population of 447,138Pinal is the third mospopulous county in Arizona. From

2000 to 2010, the county was the secefastest growing county in the United States. The county

is home to five cities: Apache Junction, Casa Grande, Coolidge, Eloy, and Maricopa, and seven
towns: Florence, Kearney, Mammoth, Marana, Queen Creek, Superior, and Winkelman. The
county also includes 14 unincorporated areas, the largest of which is SaNallay, with a
population of over 100,000

The county is situated in the center of the stafEhe county is the size of the state of Connecticut.

h¥ GKS O2dzyiéQad pXZotn aldad NB YAfSaz 2yfteée vyodc
county inclwes the Mineral Mountains, Sacaton Mountains, Superstition Mountains, and
Waterman Mountains.

A 2017 Health Assessment by Sun Life Family Health Center noted thattiteePinal County

service area has federal designation as a Medically Underseread Beven cities have federal
designation as geographic Health Professional Shortage Areas (HPSAs) for primary care. Dental
Health Professional Shortage Areas in the County include Casa Grandec@ove), Florence
(geographic) and San Manuel (geographid¢)e County also has several communities federally
designated as Medically Underserved Areas (MUAS) or as having Low Income Medically
Underserved Populations (MUP). In addition, the Pinal/Gila County catchment area has a
geographic mental health HPSA dgsition.

According to 2018 Census data, Pinal County is home to 447,138 people, which represents a 19%
AYONBI aAaS FTNRBY GKS wnmn [/ Syadza O2dzyied ¢tKS O2
older population (share of 65+ of 19.8%% mT ®M: F2NJ GKS adl 4SS 2F ! N
and ethnic demographics generally track those of the state as a whole, although the county is
home to a greater share of American Indian and Native American residents than the state as a
whole (6.7%vs. 5.3%§.

! https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/pinalcountyarizona
2 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pinal_County,_Arizona
3 https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/az,pinalcountyarizona/PST045218
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The county has grown tremelously over the last 19 yearsince 2010, the county population
has increased 19%At 3% annual growth, Pinal wése fastestgrowing county in the state in
July 2018.

Within its mountainous eastern region, tt@2 dzy i1 @ Q& L} LJdzf F G A2y Aa I 3IAY
coppermining communities like Mammoth and San Manuel; within the last six years, one of the
two county elementary schools in the region has closed.

Race/Ethnicity, Pinal County
%

Hispanic/Latino N 30.1
2+ Races @ 2.9
Native Hawaaian or Other P] 0.4
Asian B 1.9
American Indian/Alaska Nativelll 6.7
Black or African Americaniill 5.1
White I 82,9

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

GRANTEEREATED ANALY-S38urce: ACS 2018 estitas

The table belowprovides 2016 Census population estimates regarding 9 communities of Pinal
County. It should be noted that San Tan Valley is now estimated to have a population of over
MmanInnn FyR al NARO2LI OAGeéQa LJ2 Lz | G Adohg K I &
the highlights of that data:

O«

1 At81,321, San Tan Valley is nearly 1.5X the next largest area of Casa Grande.

1 Eloy has the most diverse population, with 41.2% White, 3.4% American Indian or Alaska
Native, 10.1% Black or African American, 10.3%nA85% Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander, and 58% Hispanic/Latino.

1 San Manuel has the least racially diverse population, with 97% White, 0.2% American
Indian or Alaska Native, 0% Black or African American, 1.8% Asian, 1.6% Native Hawaiian
or Pacific Isinder. It is also the most ethnically diverse, with 58#%he population
identifying asHispanic/Latino.

The pages omaps in Section B 37)show the racial distribution by Census Tract within Pinal
County.
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San
Apache | Casa San Tan
Junction| Grande| Coolidge| Eloy | Florence| Maricopa | Oracle| Manuel | Valley
Population 39,954| 54,534 12,258| 17,442| 25,779 46,903| 3,756 4,028 | 81,321
White 89.5%| 67.3%| 62.7%| 41.2%| 63.4% 70.2%| 99.3% 97.0%| 81.5%
American Indian
and Alaska
Native 1.1%| 4.6% 57%| 3.4%| 14.4% 2.0%| 0.7% 0.2%| 1.2%
Black 1.2%| 4.6% 7.8%| 10.1% 6.3% 9.7%| 0.0% 0.0%| 5.0%
Asian 0.9%| 2.0% 1.1%| 10.3% 1.0% 4.4%| 0.0% 1.8%| 2.5%
Native
Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander 7.3%| 21.5%| 22.7%| 35.0%| 14.9% 13.7%| 0.0% 1.6%| 0.3%
Hispanic 14.4%| 39.0%| 42.0%| 58.0%| 31.2% 24.4%| 36.5% 58.2%| 23.4%

GRANTEEREATED ANALYS38urce: 2016 Census Population estimates, 2010 Census Race/Ethnicity

Maricopa has the highest percentage afizens under 20 years old (38%), followed closely by
San Tan Valley (37.3%). Oracle has the highest percentage of residents over 65 (25.6%), followed
closely by Apache Junction (25%).

Apache | Casa San San Tan
Junction| Grande| Coolidge| Eloy | Florence| Maricopa| Oracle | Manuel Valley
Under 20
Years Old 21% 33% 35% 33% 15% 38%| 20.4% 34.4% 37.3%
20-44
Years Old 27% 33% 31% 38% 55% 38%| 20.0% 23.0% 36.8%
45-64
Years Old 27% 21% 21% 18% 20% 17%| 34.0% 27.5% 17.8%
65 and
Older 25% 13% 13% 11% 10% 7%| 25.6% 15.1% 8.1%

GRANTEEREATED ANALYS38urce: 2016 Census Population estimates, ACSZIIE8 Age Estimates

Eloy and Florence have large prison populations, accounting for the large majority male
populations in each city.

Apache | Casa San | San Tan

Junction| Grande | Coolidge| Eloy | Florence| Maricopa| Oracle | Manuel | Valley
Male 48.6%| 48.5%| 48.6%| 70.0%| 82.1% 49.6%| 51.5%| 48.5%| 49.5%
Female 51.4%| 51.5%| 51.4%| 30.0%| 17.9% 50.4%| 48.5%| 51.5%| 50.5%

GRANTEEREATED ANALYS38urce: 2016 Census Populatastimates, 2010 Census Gender
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The following analysis provides detail regarding the areas of the county in which the greatest
share of different racial and ethnic groups reside.

American Indian or Alask&lative

1 The county includes American Indian reservations.

T LY 20KSNJ FNBIFa 2F GKS O2dzydezr .f201 DNERdzI
border north of Marana and Catalina, and east-&0| has an American Indian or Alaska
Native population sha of 4.6%.

Asian

1 Block Group 1, Census Tract 8.01, west of Florence and East Hunt Highway and south of
East Arizona Farms Road, has an Asian population share of 7.4%.

1 Block Group 1, Census Tract 13.03, bounded on the south by West Woodruff Raad and
the west of 110, has an Asian share of 12.8%.

1 Block Group 2, Census Tract 2.10, north of San Tan Valley and bounded on the north by
West Skyline Drive and on the east by N Gantzet Road, has an Asian share of 9.7%.

Black or African American

1 The largestoncentration of Black or African Amean residents is in Eloy. A review of
specific Census Tracts/Blacks shoexsmple,

1 Block Group 2, Census Tract 19 has a Black population share of 15.4%.

1 Block Group 1, Census Tract 8.01, west of FlorandeEasHunt Highway and south of
East Arizona Farms Rqduhs a Black population share of 20.6%.

1 Block Group 4, Census Tract 2.13, west of E Hunt Highway and south of Johnson Ranch
and north of East Arizona Farms Rplads a Black population share of 22.7%.

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

1 Block Group 2, Census Tract 2.42st of Magma and south of the Copper Basias a
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander share of 3.4%.

1 Block Group 3, Census Tract 9412, south of San Tan Mountain RegioreidPadst of
I-87, has a Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander share of 2.1%.

Other Races

1 Block Group 2, Census Tract 17.11, south of Santa Rosa springs and crossed by the W
MaricopaCasa Grande Highway, has a share of Other Races population of 65.8%.

1 Block Group 3, Census Tract 22the southern border and south of Oracle and east of
Casa del Oro, has a share of Other Races population of 21%.

White

1 The largest concentrations of White residents are in the San Tan Valley and eastern part
of the county,as well as southwest of Eloy and east of Maricopa.

T .t201 DNRdzL) mX /Syadza ¢NIOG codnnz G GKS
Tucson Global Highway an@7, has a White population share of 100%.
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1 Block Group 1, Census Tract 22, west and southafe®/inkelman and Kearney, has a
White population share of 100%.
1 Block Group 4, Census Tract 3.16, north and west of East Baseline Ave and east of
Superstition Mountain Golf, has a White population share of 100%.
Two or More Races
1 Block Group 4, Censugsatt 9412, south of Upper San Tan Village and San Tan Mountain
Regional Park, has a Two or More Races population share of 17.7%.
¢ .f201 DNRdzL) oX / Syadza ¢NI} OO HnX 062dzyRSR
has a Two or More Races population shaifr&3.5%.
Hispanic/Latino Ethnicity
1 Census Tract 4, east of Route 77 and including the town of Superior, has a Hispanic/Latino
population share of 67.5%.
1 Census Tract 23, northeast of Florence and south of Route 60, has a Hispanic/Latino
population shareof 43.9%.
1 Census Tract 1®@ounded by Route 87 on the west and encompassing Coolidgea
HispanidLatino population share of 5093.

Per the American Community Survey, the rate of Pinal County residents under 65 with a disability
has declinedrom 12.2% in 2013 to 10.5% in 20Xf approximately 47,000 individualsThe

most recent data available from Pinal County indicates that there are currently 53 disabled
families residing in public housing and 182 disabled families receiving housicgeveuOf the
families residing in public housing, 3 families have requested handicap accessibility features for
the housing units they reside in.

1 San Tan Valley, with an estimated 100,000 people per county officials, is home to nearly
YoF GKS O2dzyieQa LRLMzZ I GA2y ®

1 Maricopa and San Tan Valley, as the two fastgstving areas of the county, have the
youngest population, while the eastern part of the county and particularly Oracle, and
Apache Junction in the center of the county, have theaggst share of senior citizens.

1 People living in the western part of the county, and particularly in the area of Eloy, tend
to have the most raciallyand ethnicallydiverse communities.

1 The largest concentrations of white residents tend to be in theTBanValley and in the
eastern part of the county.
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Utilizing the HUD definition of a minority neighborhood, the chart below shows those tracts
meeting the HUD definition of a minority neighborhood (total percentageninority persons
exceeds 50%), along with information about median household incomes.

Census Tract Minority % of Population | Median Household Income
17.11 68.5 $69,035
9412, Block Group 1 97.1 $17,202
9412, Block Group 2 85.4 $17,202
9412, Blocksroup 3 94.6 $17,202
9412, Block Group 4 97 $17,202
9413 89 $11,859
9414, Block Group 3 94.3 $32,307
9414, Block Group 5 100 $32,307

GRANTEEREATED ANALYSEsurce: ACS 201#/Bar estimates

Based on theSection Emaps (p 37)created by theConPlan team, racialyand ethnically
concentrated areas of poverty (RECAPS) appear to be located in the northern and western parts
of the county, north of Maricopa and west of Florence, and southwest of Casa Grande to the
county line.

For example, imost block groups of Census Tracts 9412, 9413, and 9414, the White population

is less than 50%, including some 9414cklgroups with 0% White populat. Most of these
block groups have a poverty rate of betwe&s.81% and 53%
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Per the US Census, median household income increased 6.7% from 2015 to 201Ye R@h7
estimated median householdcome at$52,628.Per 2016ACS localata, the median household
income ranges from $31,033 in Eloy to $65,793 in Maricopa.

Apache | Casa Coolidge| Eloy Florence| Maricopa| Oracle | San San Tan
Junction| Grande Manuel | Valley
$39,467 | $44,348| $39,621 | $31,033| $47,891 | $65,793 | $54,029| $43,629| $59,769

GRANTEEREATED ANALYSIS
Source: 2016 Census Population estimates, ACSZIIE MediarHousehold Incomé&stimates

Despite the growth in median household income;’t 2 T
compared to 14.9% for the state of Arizoneow to moderateincome households continue to
experience housing problent@rgely associated with cost burden.

0 K ®puditodiyes i Eoverty,

Poverty rates for Children under 12 year old and for people living 100% below the poverty level
are highest in Eloy and Coolidge. At 15 years old and one of the fgst@ghg communities in
the county, Maricopa hase lowest overall poverty rates.

San
Apache | Casa San Tan
Junction| Grande | Coolidge| Eloy | Florence | Maricopa| Oracle | Manuel | Valley
Children <
12 Living
Below
Poverty
Level 18.0%| 18.0%| 25.3%| 42.4% 13.8% 7.5%| 16.0%| 16.7%| 17.8%
People
Living
100%
Below
Poverty
Level 10.2%| 16.8%| 27.4%| 36.0% 16.8% 8.1%| 22.0%| 18.7%| 15.3%

GRANTEEREATED ANALYSIS
Source: 2016 Census Population estimates, ACSZIE PovertyEstimates
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The following analysis of Median Household Income by Census Tract by Race/Ethnicity classifies
different groups by their share of the median household income of $52,268.data is provided
for those groups for whom sufficient information was availaldetiie American Community
Survey. Among the findings:

1 For Pinal County as a whole, American Indian/Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian/Other
Pacific Islander groups had 52.5% and 57.2% of area median income (AMI), respectively.
1 One whole Census Tract and sewther groups have median household incomes of less
than 30% AMI, with three in Census Tract 9413.
1 Four whole Census Tracts and thirteen groups have median household incomes between
30% AMI and 50% AMI, including five in Census Tract 15.
1 Twenty four whoé Census Tracts and 68 groups have median household incomes
between 50% AMI and 80% AMI.

KEY:

REDdenotes < 30% AMI
BLUEenotes 30% AMI =< HH Inc < 50% AMI
denotes 50% AMI =< HH Inc < 80%

. . . Twoor| . . White,
Total | White | Black | Asian | Indian | Islander| Other More Hispanic _Not _
Hispanic
U.S 109.5%| 116.6%| 72.6%| 152.8%| 76.6%| 109.0%| 83.9%| 100.6%| 88.6%| 120.2%
9413 22.5% 21.5% 4.7%
9412 32.7%| 90.7% 31.7% 4.7%| 90.7%
14.06| 47.7%| 48.2%| 46.1% 60.0%| 52.3%| 60.4%| 33.8%
20.03| 48.7%| 52.1%| 16.6% 49.6% 32.4%
15| 49.3%| 49.7%| 40.3% 37.2% 30.8%
3.08
10 96.7% 82.2%
9414 39.3% 200.0%
19 102.1% 39.8% 105.8%
3.1
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White,

Total | White | Black | Asian | Indian | Islander| Other T'\\;Iv(;)rgr Hispanic| Not
Hispanic
17.01
4 89.1%
9.02 94.9%
13.06 82.1% 21.7% 95.9%
21.02
12 80.4%
3.15 169.7%
3.12 117.0%
3.13
3.09
14.03 80.7% 106.7% 81.5%
24 86.1%
14.07
3.14
9.01 95.9% 45.7% 93.8%
21.01 83.6% 89.0%
22 85.4%
7 82.9%
20.02 80.1% 125.9%
3.19| 85.8%| 86.3% 86.0%
3.17] 89.1%| 90.0% 82.2%| 90.8%
20.01| 90.1%| 89.0% 83.3%| 100.4%
8.03| 90.3%| 90.5% 92.1%
16| 90.6%| 85.9%| 95.8% 107.6% 117.6% 98.4%
13.05| 93.0%| 102.0% 26.3% 88.9%| 102.2%
2.11| 93.1%] 100.7% 156.2% 100.8%
14.05| 93.9%| 93.9%| 4.7% 110.7%| 92.8%
3.18| 94.9%| 89.1% 174.3% 0.0%| 91.0%
11| 96.2%| 84.6%]| 107.3% 132.2% 105.1% 79.7%| 95.7%
21.03| 97.3%| 96.1%| 100.2% 109.3%| 97.5%| 99.5%| 94.2%
3.07| 98.5%| 98.5% 100.9%
2.12| 99.3%| 99.3% 127.3%| 157.1%| 125.5%| 98.4%
Pinal
County | 100.0%]| 102.1%| 106.4%| 117.0% 88.4%| 100.1%| 87.7%| 105.4%
17.03| 101.0%| 97.0%| 98.1% 86.9%| 104.6%
Arizona | 101.7%]| 105.7%| 80.0%]| 135.5% 98.7% 96.3%| 81.3%| 113.3%
13.01| 102.8%]| 101.7% 84.6% 109.0%| 80.9%
23| 102.9%| 104.0% 112.2%| 95.5%
8.01| 105.9%| 105.9%| 160.0%| 92.7% 105.5%
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2.08| 107.5%| 106.0% 195.7%| 107.2%| 109.5%
2.1 111.3%| 116.4% 171.4% 157.2%| 112.8%| 116.1%
2.07| 112.1%| 121.0% 0.0% 98.4%| 120.9%
14.04| 113.4%| 114.9% 0.0% 112.4% 110.7%| 117.0%
2.13| 114.8%]| 103.3%]| 159.5%| 159.9% 104.4%
17.04| 116.0%| 129.4%| 117.1% 106.0%| 87.5%| 113.3% 118.6%
14.08| 116.5%| 118.3% 86.9%| 124.3%
2.14| 117.2%]| 116.1%]| 119.0%| 135.5% 125.1%| 215.4%| 113.3%, 116.7%
2.01| 117.3%| 114.8% 153.6% 140.9%| 110.0%
2.09| 118.2%| 117.2% 152.6%| 172.9%| 115.1% 121.0%
8.02| 118.4%| 125.7% 93.4%| 129.1%
2.06| 119.6%]| 118.4%]| 429.9% 87.4%| 131.7%
2.04| 123.0%| 125.0% 101.8%| 126.7%
17.1| 123.7%| 125.3%| 116.4% 141.2%| 119.6%
6.03| 126.8%| 126.5% 136.9%| 125.7%
3.11| 130.4%| 127.8% 129.5%
17.11| 131.2%| 131.5%| 129.8% 98.6% 97.1%| 135.3%
13.03| 131.7%| 143.3% 316.6% 128.3% 118.8%| 147.3%
13.04| 133.0%| 131.8%| 164.8%| 134.1% 106.9% 103.7%| 134.7%
17.02| 133.6%| 132.0% 208.4% 147.8% 92.3%| 154.4%
17.07| 134.8%| 129.6%| 201.5%| 180.9% 0.0%| 106.2%| 134.1%| 127.0%
2.05| 135.7%]| 138.2%]| 107.8% 90.3%| 112.4%| 130.5%| 137.5%
3.16| 137.3%| 137.7% 135.2%| 144.4%
17.05| 138.9%| 137.4% 177.7% 77.7% 102.0%| 137.7%
17.06| 139.4%| 139.6% 129.0% 230.5% 152.4%
17.09| 139.4%| 142.6% 116.5% 233.3%| 114.5%| 187.6%| 140.2%
2.15| 140.1%| 137.6% 143.5%
17.08| 140.3%| 142.5%| 89.8% 107.8%| 140.3%| 144.5%
6.04| 144.1%| 144.1% 144.1%
. . . Twoor| .. . White,

Total | White | Black | Asian | Indian | Islander| Other More Hispanic _Not _
Hispanic

GRANTEEREATED ANALYSIS Source: ACS estimates 2017

CONCLUSIONS

While one community with a high minority population has a high median income, afidse
Census tracts with the highest levels of minority concentration also have some of the lowest
median income levels for the county.
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Based on 2015 data from the Arizona Office of Employment and Population Statistics, in terms of
occup UA2ya o6& aSOi2NE GKS [/ 2dzyieqQa (2L 200dz
transportation, and utilities (24,880); Professional and business services (16,005); Education and
health services (14,550); and Leisure and hospitality (13,240).

In 2018, theaverage weekly wage is $831, ranking!it7y 2y 3 | NAT 2yl Qa O2dzy i A
al NAO2LJ [/ 2dzyGeéQa ¢1*r3Sa NS bPmInmc LISNI gSS1 o

BUSNESS SECTOR ACTIMIZO15

Industry # Workers 2015 Worker % | % Change Since 2001
Financial Activities 3,637 2.5% 0.3%
Government 50,778 34.9% -4.0%
Information 1,600 1.1% 0.3%
Leisure & Hospitality 13,240 9.1% 1.3%
Manufacturing 8,875 6.1% -1.4%
Mining andConstruction 7,420 5.1% -2.5%
Other Services 4,656 3.2% -0.1%
Professional & Business Svcs 16,005 11.0% 2.6%
Trade, Transportation & Utilitie 24,880 17.1% 1.0%
Education andHealth Services 14,550 10.0% 2.4%
Total Nonfarm 145,496 100.0% 0.0%

GRANTEEREATED ANALYSIS
DataSource: Estimates based on industry/work force data from Arizona Office of Employment and Population Statistics

Whiled KS O2dzyieQa dzySYLX 28YSyid NIXYGS 46l a 20SN mu
March, 2019, the unemployment rate was 4.8% per the U.S. Federal Reserve.

Based on the Arizona Office of Employment and Population Statistics Data, in 2014,
unemploymentévels for people with lower levels of education were higher than those for people

with graduate or professional degrees. Those unemployment rates were 19.7% for people with

less than a high school degree; 12.7% for people with a high school degreeoi7 @6dle with

a2YS O02ftfS3IST YR noor F2N LIS2LIX S gAGK | o6F OK
for people without a high school degree was significantly higher than that for the state of Arizona
overall (14.9%) and for the U.S. (14%).

4 https://www.bls.gov/regions/west/newselease/countyemploymentandwages_arizona.htm

21



According to Pinal County Finance Department, in 2018, thengployers in the county are:

State of Arizona

Walmart

Pinal County

Corecivic Incorporated (formally known as Corrections Corporation of America)
Casa Grande Union High School District No. 82

HaNNJ KQa ! {OKAY | 2404St yR [ laayz

Pinal County Community College District

Banner Health

.CNEQa C22R {G2NBa

10.Florence Unified School District

© o Nk bR

County officials have recruited several large initiatives to the area, including Phoenix Mart, a B2B
buying and sellinglatform; Attesa, a $500 million motorsports complex; a 2,000 worker Lucid
Motors auto plant; and Dreamport Villages, a 1,500 acre entertainment, resort, and commercial
development. Conservatively speaking, the various projects in the works could being,000
good-paying jobs to the area within the nextI® years. In fact, the county is home to two of the

top five economic development deals in the U.S. today.

t SNJ 6KS O2dzyieQa 902y2YA0O 5S@St2LISyid GSIYZ
be transportation/logistics, Manufacturing, Natural Renewable Resources, Health, Defense, and
Tourism.

Unemployment rates have fallen and will likely continue to fall as the county adds new jobs from
major economic development initiatives.

TheTransportation/Logistics and Manufacturing sectors, along with several other sectors, offer
the greatest potential for job growth in the county.
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With its history as a mining and farming community, Pinal County e llevels of education
than other counties. It appears that the county has some opportunity to further match
educational attainment and skill levels to the jobs available within the county, particularly as new,
higherpaying jobs come with the new econandevelopment initiatives.

G ypow: (KS O2dzyieQa KAIK A0K22f 3INI RdzZl GA2y
percentage of county residents with a bachelors degree or higher, 18.6%, is nearly 10 percentage
points lower than the state avage £8.4%).

Based on 2018 ACS data, it appears that younger cohorts do not have the same levels of
education as more senior cohorts, many of whom may be of retirement age. As these younger
people move through educational paths, it is expected thatrthercentages, particularly among

18 to 24 year olds, will increase.

18to24 | 25t034 | 35t044 | 45t0o 64 | 65 years

Education
years years years years | and over

9th to 12th grade,
no diploma

Associates degreq  4.0% 9.0% 9.9% 10.2% 7.6%
Bachelors degree| 2.7% 9.9% 12.3% 12.3% 12.7%
Graduate or
professional 0% 3.3% 6.1% 6.6% 9.4%
degree

GRANTEEREATED ANALYS$5urce: ACS estimates 2018

22.8% 13.7% 9.6% 7.7% 7.9%

Per the chart below, Asian and Black county residents have higher shares of bachelors degrees
or higher than white county residents.

Education White Black Ame_rlcan Asian Nat|\_/_e Hispanic
Indian Hawaiian

Bachelors

degree or 19.5% | 21.4% 3.7% 35.0% 8.1% 7.6%

higher

High school

graduate or 30.0% | 23.1% 33.5% 19.7% | 40.1% 32.0%

GED

Less than high

school 13.4% | 14.7% 30.1% 12.3% | 22.4% 30.5%

diploma

GRANTEEREATED ANALYS$5urce: ACS estimates 2018
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surveys and found that large arsinall business are concerned about having enough qualified
workers in Pinal County, although salaries offered are not competitive enough to pull potential
employees from Maricopa County. Additionally, about half of the workforce commutes outside

the county for work.  One official cited a 2013 survey that found that the number one

complaint of citizens was that there were few opportunities to work within the county.

Based on 2015 data from the Arizona Office of Employment and Population Statigticeutity
population with less than high school education had a 19.7% unemployment rate, and those with
a high school degree had a 12.7% unempiewt rate.

With its high prison population, the county also faces challenges in helping to employ former
inmates One official noted that about half of all people leaving prison cannot find employment.

Those inmates serving less than two years do not get services, such as GED or workforce training.
hyS LI NIGAOALI yi y20§SR GKI { Zctigh drkérs, arkKopportugitgzy (i & Q &
SEAaGE (G2 LINRPOARS &a1AtfasSdia G2 LINAN&2YySNAR ol a
construction.

According to the Arizona Department of Economic Security, 2 in 5 former inmates will return to
prison within the frst three years posNB f S| 4 S @ ¢CKS aGFGS KIFa ONBIF (S
program for former inmates, which has recently been expanded to youth offenders. In Pinal
[ 2dzy e a2yYS SYLX2eSNBR Ay /I al DN}YYRS IINB a{S

One nonprofit @ency partnered with the community college to offer farming and agriculture
classes. Another nonprofit agency offereav8ek job training class but found that it was hard

to get participants to commit to attending the complete 8 weeks. He also foundpbaple

were reluctant to express interest in the program when he promoted it within the community
0SOlIdzaS a42YS LIS2LX S Yl & FSSt aadQQa yz2a 022t i
The county recognizes the need to prepare its workforce for the new employment oppoesiniti

coming to the county, rather than having those jobs go to people from outside Pinal.

CONCLUSIONS

With its history as a mining and agriculture community, the county has lower levels of education
than the state as a whole, including a bacheldegree rate nearly 10 percentage points lower
than the state as a whole.
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With many new higkpaying jobs expected in the county in the shtatm, the county has an
opportunity to increase the education and skill levels of its citizens to match those job
requirements.

The county has taken steps to prepare citizens beginning in middle school for the jobs of the
future, including programs with the local community college in manufacturieghnology,
agriculture, and other areas.
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Overthe last ten years, the county has seen tremendous population growth accompanied by
significant growth in single family housing. As a result, the supply of apartments does not meet
the needs of county residents, particularly the need for studidgediroam, or 2bedroom
apartments. Median rents are, as a result, higher in Pinal than the state as a Bhdé3vs.

$972 statewide.) One official suggested that, as rents rise, developers will find multifamily
housing a more attractive market.

As an indicabn of the lack of rental housing, of the 173,681 units of housing in 2017, 72.6%
represents owneoccupied housing, vs 63.1% statewide. For lgwvéred housing, some people
live in trailer parks, whose housing is often substandard.

Over the last ten yars, the county has seen tremendous population growth accompanied by
significant growth in single family housing. As a result, the supply of apartments does not meet
the needs of county residents, particularly the need for studidge@iroom, or 2bedroom
apartments. Such smaller apartments are particularly important for elderly or disabled
individuals who live alone. Median rents are, as a result, higher in Pinal than the state as a whole
($1,013vs. $972 statewide.) One official suggested that, assreise, developers will find
multifamily housing a more attractive market.

CKS T FF2NRIFIOAfAGE 2F K2dzZAAy3a Ay GKS O2dzyieée Aa
nearly half of all residents commute to jobs outside the county, housing ige exquensive the

nearer one is to Phoenix, for example. One official suggested that a typical $200,000 house in
Phoenix would cost $120,000 in Pinal Coungjllow calculates the cost per square foot of a

house in Pinal County at $123, vs. $164 in theeRheMesaScottsdale market.

In 2019, the state of Arizona was recognized by the National Low Income HQgsititjon for

having the 3 worst situation in the U.S. for affordable housing, with only 25 affordable housing

dzy AGa F2NJ SOSNE wmnn K2dzaSK2f Ra ¢K2aS AyO02YS A
PhoenixMesaScottsdale metropolitan area, onl2l affordable housing urst per 100

households with extremely low income aagailable.

Pinal County as a whole, with 127,600 households, had 28.8% of total households experiencing
housing cost burdens afreater than 30%, and 12.6% loduseholds experiencing housing cost
burdens of over 50%.

Average rents in the county are much higher than are affordable to the typical public housing
tenant, who would have to earn 2.7x the average public housing income to afford an apartment
at the median gross rent d$1,013per month.
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A 2018 report by the Arizona Department of Housing, Arizona Housing at A Glance, states that
rent for a 2 bedroom apartment in Pinal County is the second highfesit Arizona counties at
$1,013 and requires an annligalary of $40,520 to afford. By contrast, state averages are $957
for rent and $38,261 for an annual salary.

¢KS NBLRNIQA Fylfeara 2F K2dzaAy3a I FF2NRIOGALAD
that, in Coolidge, Florence, or Maricogatetail worker or a waitperson could not afford to buy
a house at the median sales price or rent-be2ziroom apartment.

In one of the fastesgrowing areas, San Tan Valley, many subdivisions of $amgly housing

with private amenities have been develed in this unincorporated area. The area lacks a local
government and local amenities, such as a library or local parks. Nearby communities have begun
annexing industrial portions of this area, which reduces the potential tax base if and when the
commurity does decide to incorporate. The vast majority of homes ey old Maricopa, also

a fastgrowing community, are singfamily homes. As one official noted, the sintdenily
K2YSa IINByQiG ySOSaal NAfe& adl NI SNImdy2y ierg 2 NJ
affordable to young or loweincome families.

By contrast, in the eastern part of the county, very few new homes are being built outside of a
few retirement communities.

¢ KS O2 dzy (i & @ guitd dgnaidid, with dighificant movement into and out of the county.
Internal Revenue Service (IRS) migration data based on tax returns shows that 78,328 people
migrated into Pinal County for the three most recent years for which data is availaine2013

14 through 201516. During that period, 61,660 people left the county.
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Migration to/from Pinal County

2015-16 21,180

19,043
2013-14 21,996
26,849

5,000 10,000 15,000 20,000 25,000 30,000 35,000

|

29,161

Foreign Out-Migration m Domestic Out-Migration

m Foreign In-Migration m Domestic In-Migration

GRANTEEREATED ANALY SHarce: IRS Migration Data

As the chart below showthe majority of domestic migration is that of citizens moving to and
from Pinal from other Arizona counties.

Domestic Migration to/from Pinal County

7,502
2015-16 15 38]23'678
16,779

5,748
2014-15 7711 10,008
11,332
8,342

13,654
2013-14 —
15,403

2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 10,000 12,000 14,000 16,000 18,000

Diff State Out-Migratioms AZ Out-Migration
m Diff State In-Migration m AZ In-Migration

GRANTEEREATED ANALY Si&urce: IRS Migration Data

CKAA (@LIJS 2F OKdzNYyAYy3A gAGKAY (GKS O2diypilsdh@ua NI I
stock; additionally, it focuses market forces on serving sifegtely homes rather than multiple

family housing. Average home prices have increased 10.7% in the last year and are projected to
increase another 5.5% this year, according to Zilléweview of the available housing inventory

08 LINAOS NIy3IS aKz2g¢ga OGKIFIGX Fd GKS t26Sad LINR
Y2YGKQAa adzllLiX & 2F aAy3at S Tl Forsimle ndilyo@es@pNd / 2 Y R
$250,000, the marketds less than a three month supply. These relative shortages suggest a
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strong housing ma&et will drive affordable housing further out of reach for loand moderate
income families.

People move from a variety of reasons related to employment, family, dshdousing
affordability, health, lifestyle, etc. One county official characterizethigration to Pinal as

people coming to live the American dream, with relatively cheap housing. Costs, however, are
rising and difficult for lowwvage earners. WithiRinal County, housing cost, especially for lower

income individuals and families, may be a driver toward-migration. Among 12 community

I 3SyOASa adz2NWSeSRX n adNRy3fe ThaddB &RoudingiR o | 3
Pinal County maycause2 YS 2F Yeé Of ASyda G2 S @S GKS 0O2dz

Several county officials suggested that most housing is built to be priced in the $160,000
$300,000 range. Data for the 12 months ending in April 2019 show that 8,436 single family homes
and 592 manufactured homes were sold within the county, for a total of 9,028 (please see Table
30). That is, 93% of home sales were single family homes. One third of all sales were in the
$200,000%$249,000 range. Less than 10% of home sales (9.6%) wée under $140,000
range. Among manufactured homes, 23.1% were in the under $70,000 range.

Based on Arizona Multiple Listing home sales over the last year and invethitgaples below

show theabsorption rates in Pinal County, thre rate at which available homes are sold in the
real estate market. Itis calculated by dividing the total number of available homes by the average
number of sales per month.

The significance of absorption rates and months supply of homes lies intldeX¥ue Qa ST FSOI
housing prices. Generally speaking Bnonths of supply are indicative of a normal, stable

market. With only 3% months supply, prices experience single digit appreciation, and2at 1

months, prices can rise by double digit appreciatioAt the other end of the market, at-g

months, house prices experience single digit depreciation, and-H) $nonths or more
SELISNASYOS R2dzofS RAIAG RSLINBOAI GAZ2Y D PAAY 3
condos, or townhomes in th$<69,999 are experiencing double digit appreciation, and possibly

in other price categories under $180,000 as well.

The three tables show theumber of months supply of homes available by different price ranges
based on sales from May 2018 to April 2019 and current invent@gnerally speaking, the
supply of Manufactured or Other (Condo and Townhomes) are higher than those in the Single
Family Home market for most price ranges.
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Within the Single Family andaviufactured Homes markets, supply is smaller within the lower
price ranges; while not as clear a trend, among Other (Condos or Townhomes) sales, the supply
is greatest in the $180,00099,999 price range.

At the lowest price range, that of <=$69,999,fiB Qa f Saa (KIy | Y2y (1KQ&
homes or Condos or Townhomeg:or single family homes up to $250,000, the market has less
than a three month supply. These relative shortages suggest a strong housing market whose
prices have increased17% in the last year and are projected to increase another 5.5% this year,
according to Zillow. As a result, affordable housing becomes a greater reach foarldw
moderateincome families.
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Single Family ~ Month's
SALES PRICE Sales Supply
LE 69,999 100 0.6
$70,00099,999 88 2.5
$100,000139,999 320 1.6
$140,000179,999 1,223 1.6
$180,000199,999 1,374 2.1
$200,000249,999 2,956 2.7
$250,000299,999 1,329 3.6
$300,000399,999 667 4.8
$400,000499,999 216 6.7
$500,000549,999 60 7.6
$550,000749,999 72 12.5
$750,000 + 31 27.5
TOTALS 8,436 3.0

GRANTEEREATED ANALY $Hifsl County Single Family Homes: # MoSiygply
Data Source: Analysis of Arizona Regional Multiple LiSéngce (ARMLS) monthly data



Pinal County New Home Sales
Manufactured Homes-# Months Supply by Price Range
May 2018April 2019

Manufactured Month's
SALES PRICE Home Sales Supply
LE 69,999 137 1.5
$70,00099,999 106 2.3
$100,000139,999 126 3.2
$140,000179,999 96 45
$180,006199,999 46 4.4
$200,006249,999 52 5.3
$250,006299,999 20 7.8
$300,0006399,999 6 46.0
$400,006499,999 3 8.0
$500,006549,999 0 0.0
$550,006749,999 0 0.0
$750,000 + 0 0.0
TOTALS 592 3.8

GRANTEEREATED ANALYi$i8 county Manufactured Homes: # Months Supply
Data Source: Analysis of Arizona Regional Multiple Listing Service (ARMLS) monthly data

Pinal County New Hom8ales
Other (Condo & Townhome) Homes# Months Supply by Price Range
May 2018April 2019

Other Home Month's
SALES PRICE Sales Supply
LE 69,999 15 0.8
$70,00099,999 21 5.1
$100,006139,999 31 4.6
$140,006179,999 30 1.6
$180,006199,999 11 6.5
$200,006249,999 42 4.3
$250,006299,999 24 6.0
$300,006399,999 16 7.5
$400,006499,999 0 0.0
$500,006549,999 5 0.0
$550,006749,999 3 4.0
$750,000 + 0 0.0
TOTALS 198 4.3

GRANTEEREATED ANALY 8%l County Other Homes: # MontBspply
Data Source: Analysis of Arizona Regional Multiple LiSéngce (ARMLS) monthly data



Per Zillow, a wide range of home values exist throughout the county, with the median value of a

home in Gold Canyon over three times that of a home in K&ar Median home value for
different areas within the county are as follows:

Area Value Area Value
Gold Canyon $275,100 Casa Grande $150,000
San Tan Valley $183,200 Coolidge $116,800
Florence $178,600 Eloy $90,800
Oracle $161,000 Kearney $81,500

GRANTEEREATED ANALY 8I&I County Median Home Values for Select Areas  Source: Zillow

A 2018 report by the Arizona Department of Housing, Arizona Housing at A Glance, states that
rent for a 2bedroom apartment in Pinal County is the second highest of all counties at $1,013,
and requires an annual salary of $40,520 to afford. By contrast, state averages are $957 for rent
and $38,261 for an annual salary.

¢KS NBLERZNIQa |yl bikyby certal job dadsilications Ior seldccRidsIoltnd
that, in Coolidge, Florence, or Maricopa, a retail worker or a waitperson could not afford to buy
a house at the median sales price or rentbe2lroom apartment.

At the FAIR market rent, the diby of families with income at 65% AMI or 50% of AMI to find
suitable homes is sigficantly limited. As the tables below shawamilies at 65% AMI have a
shortfall of 18% of the FMR for a 3 Bedroom Apartment and a 22% shortfall for a 4
Bedroom. Amongfamilies at 50% AMI, shortfalls range from 12% for a 1 Bedroom to 41% for a
4 Bedroom.

Monthly Rent ($) Efficiency (no | 1 Bedroom | 2 Bedroom | 3 Bedroom | 4 Bedroom
bedroom)
Fair Market Rent 684 815 1,013 1,474 1,697
High HOME Rent 684 815 1,013 1,209 1,329
Low HOME Rent 605 648 777 898 1,002
Area Median Rent (HUC 730 870 1,082 1,574 1,813

GRANTEEREATED ANALY&M®Nnthly Rent

Data Source: HUD FMR and HOME Rents, HUD Median Area Rergated using PhoeniesaScottsdale 2018 Data

Please note: The High HOME Rent Limit for an area is the lesser of the Section 8 Fair Market Rent (FMR) for theraregual 2080
percent of the annual income of a family whose income equals 65 percent of the area median income, as deteridided bye Low HOME
Rent Limit for anarea is 30 percent of the annual income of a family whose income equals 50 percent of the area mediaasncome

determined by HUD, capped by the High HOME Rent Limit
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Monthly Rent ($) Efficiency (no | 1 Bedroom | 2 Bedroom | 3 Bedroom | 4 Bedroom
bedroom)
Fair Market Rent 684 815 1,013 1,474 1,697
FMR to 65% AMI 0% 0% 0% -18% -22%
(High HOME Rent)
FMR to 50% AMI (Low -12% -20% -23% -39% -41%
HOME Rent)

GRANTEEREATED ANALYSFMR Compared to High HOME Rent and Low HOME Rent
Data Source: HUD FMR and HOME Remtsreated using PhoeniMesaScottsdale 2018 Data

This suggests that additional subsidies to families, particularly larger families &0#%eAMI
f SPSt s g2dzd R aAIYAFAOlIyGfte AGNBYy3IIGKSY GKSANI |
This is especially critical given the high cost of rental and owner housing in the county.

TheGranteecreatedmapswithin Section Ep 37)showthat the lowest median contract rents

are in the eastern and westernmost parts of the county, including Mammoth, as well as in Eloy,
Casa Grande, Florence, and Superior. The highest contract rents are in Queen Creek, San Tan
Valley, and Maricopa.
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OLD DATA: Based on older data provided by Htileedn percent of owneoccupied housing
and fifteen percent of rentepccupied housing was built before 1980, including 1% of owner
and 2% of rentenccupied unitsbuilt before 1950.A ned clearly exists for the rehabilitation of
owner- and renteroccupied housing:25% of ownefoccupied and 37% of renterccupied
housing has at least one housing condition.

A large percentage of extremely leimcome and very lovincome households in Pih&ounty
experience one or more housing problems, with more than 68% of those in-8@840median
income level and over 68% of those in theZE®6 median income level reporting one or more
housing problems. Additionally, 46% of families in thé86& medan income level reported one
or more housing problems. Household problems dedined asithose households occupying
units without a complete kitchenr complete plumbing facilitiethose that contain more than

1 person per roomand/or those thatpay mae than 30% of their income to cover housing
expenses.

Due to the unavailability oHUDCPD maps, this analysis does not include a map of housing
problems by geography. Howevenlgic and agency feedback noted many areas which need
significant rehabilitation of housing, including San Manuel, Dudleyville, Hidden Valley, Kearney,
Mammoth, and Superior.  Rebuild Superior works with local homeowners whose monthly
income is $1,000 dess to rehabilitate their homes. Rebuild Superior noted that most of their
clients live in structurally insufficient homes with floors that undulate, causing people to trip and
fall. A local electrician estimated that-80% of the homes served by RddduSuperior have
dangerous electrical wiringrhe organization could use funding to hire people to renovate homes
for residents who are unable to do the renovations or fund them on their own.

Based on their year built, and the assumption that as martyaéfsof all units built before 1980
may contain leaebased paint, up to 4,136 housing units within the county may haveleséd
paint. This total includes 2,878 owneccupied units and 1,258 rent@ccupied units.

Perthe HUD ConPlan data providasle assume that 60% of renteyccupied housing and 51.8%

of owner-occupied housing is affordable to families with income up to the median area income.
Please note: for renters, we only had information up to 80% AMikerefore, we estimate that

up to 1,491owner-occupied and 755 renter units may be occupied by low or moderate income
families, or 2,245 total units.

The presence of older housing stock presents some complications for families and policymakers,
including the need to educate families about theks of leaebased paint.The county offers an
owner-occupied home rehabilitation program that includes the opportunity to remove LBP
hazards. A forgivable, nanterest bearing loan (Deferred Payment Loan {DPL}) is issued to the
gualified low or moderae-income homeowner. The loan is secured by a lien and promissory
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note that will be forgiven at a rate of 10% per year for a period of between ten and 15 years as
long as the dwelling is occupied by the own&urrently, the program has a waiting listb

years and is subject to continued funding through the counfijhe county also provides
information to all residents through an EPA brochure about LBP available on their website.

In the early 2000s, the county eliminated lelbdsed paint from 80 publicousing units that had
been built in the 1950s.

TheGranteecreatedmaps within Section § 37)show thedistribution of housing built before
1980, whose largest concentrations are in the town of Superior, and in the easternmost and
westernmost portionf the county.
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E. Maps

The following maps show the distribution of different racial and ethnic groups throughout the
county. (Please see detailed discussion in Section Il, Jurisdictional Background Data.)

Please note: All maps were created by the Gran
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Pinal County
2017 ACS Est.
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The map below shows median household incomes throughout the couwvitih some of the

highest incomes in the rapidiyrowing Maricopa and (unincorporated) San Tan Valley

2015 PINAL COUNTY - CPD Maps - Median Household Income
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Racially and ethnicallyconcentrated areas of poverty (RECAPS) appear to be located in the
northern and western parts of the county, north of Maricopa and west of Florence, and
southwest of Casa Grande to the county line.

2015 PINAL COUNTY - Poverty Rate By Census Tract
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The map belowhowsthat the lowest median contract rents are in the eastern and westernmost
parts of the county, including Mammoth, as well as in Eloy, Casa Grande, Florence, and Superior.
The highest contract rents are in Queen Creek, San Tan Valley, and Maricopa.

2015 PINAL COUNTY - CPD Maps - Median Contract Rent
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The map below shows the location of rental housing throughout the county built before 1980.
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